Internet is the fact that they disperse and isolate people but connect them at the same time. This ambivalent property has important implications for social effects of these media in general and power relations in particular. Does this dispersion undermine disempowered people and groups who might otherwise have found collective strength in closer social contact in the workplace or community? Or do CMC and the Internet provide new channels of communication that allow people with common interests to forge new links and coordinate collective resistance to powerful authorities and vested interests? Of course, both of these possibilities are probably true to some extent, and the literature abounds with examples of the new technologies increasing the "panoptic" potential of the surveillance society on one hand, while facilitating status equalization, digital democracy, and mutual support networks on the other hand (e.g., Spears & Lea, 1994; Spears, Postmes, Lea, & Wolbert, 2002) . However, most of the evidence of these apparently contradictory trends has hitherto been sociological, descriptive, or both. At the level of social psychological analysis there has been surprisingly little research into the effects of CMC on power relations between groups. In contrast with earlier statements, some of our own research reasserts the possibility that power can be just as evident, if not more so in CMC, as in Face to Face (FtF) contexts (e.g., Postmes, Spears, & Lea, 1998; Spears & Lea, 1994) . This article is intended to redress this balance and analyze mechanisms revealing CMC to be a resource for resistance as well as a domain of dominance.
Given the relative newness of research on CMC and the Internet, it is perhaps not surprising that this field is only now emerging from a period where commentators have tried to establish whether their social effects are primarily good or bad. More recent analyses suggest that the truth probably lies somewhere between the more extreme utopian and dystopian visions, or more precisely that effects are as rich and varied as the social contexts that support these new media . The same is true when we consider analyses of the effects of power and status differentials within CMC. The variability of the social effects contradicts overly simplistic assumptions about fixed and determined effects of the technology that disregard the social circumstances in which they occur.
Some of the earlier analyses had argued that the anonymity and the relative absence of social cues characteristic of this medium allow those with lower status or less power to have more say than in FtF communication, where people feel more accountable and more obliged to respect the established pecking order (e.g., Kiesler & Sproull, 1992; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991) . For example, working from the perspective of the reduced social cues approach, Kiesler and colleagues have shown that traditional gender differences in floor-taking in FtF communication (with men dominating discussion) were more equalized in CMC, as measured by the relative length of e-mail contributions (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991; Kiesler & Sproull, 1992) . This assumption of increased equality in CMC is important and consequential because it lies at the heart of many Group Decisions Support Systems (GDSSs) (e.g., see Jessup, Connolly, & Tansik, 1990; Valacich, Dennis, & Nunamaker, 1991) .
We have criticized some of this earlier work on theoretical and empirical grounds, however, arguing that it was also possible that the features of CMC could actually reinforce power differentials. Using a social identity framework, or more specifically, the social identity model of deindividuation effects (SIDE) (Lea & Spears, 1991; Reicher, Spears, & Postmes, 1995; Spears & Lea, 1992 , we argued that although CMC may filter out many social cues, some of the most important cues relevant to status and power differentials, namely cues to social category membership, often seep through. Taking the case of gender, this can occur through gendered names and message headers but may also be detectable well above chance by gendered language style (Thomson & Murachver, 2001) . Once this social category membership information is known and salient, intergroup differences may be high-lighted and actually become accentuated in the relatively anonymous context of CMC compared to the more individuated and interpersonal setting of FtF. Thus, the effects of anonymity in the group, once thought to deindividuate people (i.e., making them less self-aware and less socially aware), actually has the effect of depersonalizing them (Turner, 1982 (Turner, , 1985 , that is, making them more aware of their shared group identity and the group identity of others (Lea, Spears, & De Groot, 2001; Spears, Postmes, Lea, & Watt, 2001) .
We have referred to this depersonalizing effect of anonymity as a cognitive effect in the sense that it refers to the relative salience of particular identities or self-categories in the social context. This is also because identity can be rendered salient relatively automatically (Spears, 2001) and to distinguish it from more strategic effects of context and identity where social agents consciously manage their identities, which we discuss further below. The depersonalizing effects of anonymity apply not just how we perceive others but also affect the way we see ourselves and thus how we behave. Thus, when gender identity is salient and people are anonymous, we may act more in terms of the identities and power relations associated with these gender categories. For example, in one study, gender salience under conditions of anonymity led men to dominate discussion on topics stereotypically associated with the male interests and expertise . Interestingly, however, this effect was eliminated, and partially reversed, when the topic was more relevant to women. Whereas previous research had tended to take the relative amount of e-mail exchanged as an index of equality, this research showed evidence of male dominance in the quality and style of exchanges . There is now accumulating evidence that group differences and the status and power associated with them can be accentuated in anonymous CMC (Schofield, 1999; Spears & Lea, 1994; Straus, 1997; Weisband, Schneider, & Connolly, 1995) .
To summarize, the pendulum has now swung both ways, and research has shown, albeit from different theoretical perspectives, that conditions associated with CMC (such as anonymity) may undermine and enhance power differentials. Attention should therefore turn to assessing the circumstances under which power may be equalized and when it will be accentuated.
In this spirit of specification, however, it would be misleading to suggest that the SIDE model necessarily predicts that power differentials will always be more evident in CMC than in FtF environments. Although this conclusion could be drawn from the research on the cognitive component of the SIDE model discussed above, features such as anonymity, identifiability and isolation may not only influence identity salience (a relatively automatic cognitive process) but also the ways we choose to express these identities in context (a more deliberate strategic process). The SIDE model also considers the effects of contextual features on the strategic possibilities this medium offers and the constraints it imposes. The strategic component of this model is therefore relevant to whether and how people may resist a powerful out-group (Reicher et al., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) . This strategic component of SIDE has hitherto been neglected in research on CMC. However, from a more strategic perspective CMC provides a medium for communicating social support and therefore providing means to communicate and coordinate social resistance (see also Reicher, Levine, & Gordijn, 1998) . This strategic dimension is central to understanding the effects of CMC on power relations and forms the main focus of this article.
In the first study, we investigate whether members of a less powerful group spontaneously use CMC when this is available and whether this allows them to resist the powerful out-group to a greater extent than when CMC is unavailable. The crucial point here is that CMC provides a channel of communication allowing people to share their collective grievances and realize these are shared by others (see Postmes & Brunsting, in press ). Accordingly, they should then realize that there may also be sufficient solidarity to resist out-group authorities, which they might not risk when they are alone, because of mutual social support. We further attempt to disentangle this strategic effect from the more cognitive effects associated with anonymity in CMC. In the second study, we take a closer look at what we propose to be the mediating process for this effect, namely the facility provided by CMC for communicating social support in the event or anticipation of resistance, by directly manipulating the mediator.
STUDY 1
This first study borrows the paradigm developed by Reicher and Levine (1994) , which capitalizes on the power relation between faculty and students and some contradictory aspects of the social identity of students. In this paradigm, it is assumed that there are aspects of student identity that are normative for students and consistent with faculty expectations of them (studying hard to gain a degree) or at least not sanctionable (e.g., having a social life, partying). However, there are other aspects of student identity that may be equally normative but are less acceptable to academic faculty and even punishable by them should the students be held to account (e.g., borrowing from fellow students' essays to save work). Such behavior can in turn be distinguished from behavior that is also punishable by faculty but is not normative for most students (e.g., explicit cheating in exams). Reicher and Levine (1994) showed that students were more likely to endorse normative items that were punishable by faculty when they were anonymous with respect to faculty (the powerful out-group) and thus not exposed to potential sanction. In further research, using a different intergroup context Reicher et al. (1998) showed that the copresence of other in-group members allowed people to resist out-group expectations of them, presumably by allowing the communication of social support and collective strength.
In the present study, we investigate whether CMC provides an alternative medium for such social support that is as effective if not more so than the support communicated by copresence and thus visible cues. We investigate this by manipulating the availability of communication via CMC and crossing this with an orthogonal visual anonymity/visibility manipulation. In this way, we were able 560 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2002 to study the independent effects of visual communication and CMC on the expression of normative but punishable attitudes within groups when under surveillance by a member of a relevant outgroup. We expect the availability of CMC to influence strategic effects associated with the power of sanction by the out-group more strongly than visual communication. Specifically, the presence of CMC should enhance expression of attitudes endorsing behavior that is normative for students but punishable by the out-group (faculty) by allowing the communication of support. As explained earlier, this means of communication should allow the students to realize that there is support to resist the powerful out-group collectively and allow some coordination of this mutual support. As in previous research, the lack of visual cues may also enhance depersonalization, which in turn may enhance conformity to group norms, but this effect should manifest itself on nonpunishable student norms. In the current study, copresence is held constant (participants are present in the same locality), although in the second study reported below we move to the more common CMC situation whereby the communicators are isolated in separate locations.
METHOD
Participants and design. Seventy-two male and female volunteers were recruited from British 1st-year undergraduate psychology students. Ages ranged from 18 to 48 years (M = 19.7, SD = 4.1). The experiment was a 2 × 2 factorial design with visibility (visible vs. not visible within group) and computer communication (within group CMC vs. no CMC) as the factors. Subjects were randomly assigned to three-member groups, with six groups assigned to each condition. Group interactions took place within a single room using three networked computers and a text-only computer-conferencing system. Participants were arranged so as to face one another when conferencing. In the no visibility conditions, 2-meter high wooden partitions separated the computers. In the no CMC conditions, the conferencing system was not used for topic-specific discussions. Dependent measures were taken immediately following the group interactions.
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Procedure. Participants' initial attitudinal positions on four discussion topics were obtained from a mailed questionnaire (see dependent measures, below) a few days prior to the experiment. On arrival at the laboratory, participants were told that they were participating in a study concerned with social perception in the computer medium and would be discussing topics within their group of psychology students "of a kind they would probably want to discuss with other students on their course." The experimenter then introduced himself as a teaching assistant to identify himself as a member of a salient out-group of faculty staff. Participants were informed that the log of their discussions would be subsequently analyzed and used in subsequent studies as "samples of what students think about these issues," but that the individual authors of the messages would not be known to the experimenter. The experimenter then left the room while participants selected a code number to be used when communicating with one another during the computer-mediated discussions. This procedure established personal identifiability to the in-group and anonymity to the out-group during the ensuing interaction. Participants were then seated in front of a computer, separated from each other by the partitions, and the discussion software was introduced. Participants used a simple synchronous computer conferencing system that allows users to exchange text messages in real-time. Users compose a message with the keyboard that is simultaneously displayed in a window on their monitor. The send button instantly displays the message in a scrolling window on the other computers connected to the conference. All messages were prepended by the code number of the sender.
After logging in to the conference software using their code names, participants began the discussions by reading the title of first topic and, to promote an appropriate norm reference for the discussions, descriptive and graphical summaries of a survey recently carried out among 1st-year students to "standardize expectations of other people's views on the issues." Participants were then given 9 minutes to discuss the topic via the computer conference and a verbal warning was given 30 seconds before the end of the discussion period. After the initial discussion, the experimenter gave instructions specific to the condition to which participants were assigned, after which they read about and worked on three additional topics. After the last topic, all participants completed a posttest questionnaire of attitudes toward the discussion topics, plus a scale designed to measure perceived social support.
Conditions. The presentation of topics was counterbalanced within each condition. In the visually anonymous conditions, the partitions visually separated the participants remained in place throughout the experimental session. In the visible conditions, the partitions were removed after the first discussion topic so that participants could see one another during the remainder of the session. However, they were instructed not to talk.
In the CMC conditions, participants used the computer conferencing system to discuss the three topics in turn within their group. In the no CMC conditions, participants considered the topics in turn for the time period, but without discussion. For this, participants were instructed to write a short note on paper giving their views and thoughts about the topic to be read by a similar group of students. Notes were identified only by the participants' code name.
Dependent measures.
The four discussion topics concerned issues that were highly salient for the psychology student population (student grants, student social life, student participation in research, academic work, and attendance requirements of students). Piloting showed that in each case a well-defined directional norm could be identified within the student in-group population that favored the maintenance of student grants, an active social life, participation in research, and minor work and attendance misdemeanors. Together, these topics provided opportunities for the expression of attitudes that were concordant or discordant with ingroup (student) or out-group (faculty) norms. Nine items (on 9-point scales anchored at the extremes) measured attitudes pertaining to the four discussion topics. Items were classified as belonging to one of four scales (α = 0.66 to 0.86). The Punishable Student Norms (Psn) scale measured adherence to student (in group) norms
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that were not approved of by the (out-group) faculty. This consisted of two subscales (two items each) reflecting (a) attendance (e.g., "One should never miss a lecture, even if it passes unnoticed" (reverse-scored) and (b) work (e.g., "If someone's aim is to get through the practical work with the minimum effort possible, that's fine"). The Punishable Non-Student Norms scale (Pnsn) (two items) measured acceptance of behavior (cheating in examinations) that was clearly punishable by the out-group and not normative for this student (in-group) population. The Non-Punishable Student Norms scale (Npsn) (three items) measured acceptance of behavior that was normative among (in-group) students but not punishable within the student-faculty relationship (e.g., "The most important thing about university is to have a good time"). Finally, the Social Support scale (five items, α = 0.86) measured the level of social support participants perceived from their group (e.g., "I feel I can depend on the other students in the group for support").
RESULTS
To recap, our main hypothesis was that the conditions with CMC would lead to the greater endorsement of the items that were punishable by the faculty but normative for the students (Psn). This predicted main effect of CMC should be absent, however, for the Npsn, where social support is unnecessary, and for Pnsn, where conformity to the items is not normative and therefore not expected. To test this, we conducted a two-way ANOVA (visibility, CMC, with participants nested within groups) on these on each of the three attitude scales, using the mean square of the nested group factor as the error term (i.e., group formed the unit of analysis to control for any interdependence within groups). In line with our predictions, there was a significant main effect of CMC on the Psn scale (relating to work), F(1, 20) = 4.94, p < .05. Under CMC conditions, participants were more willing to express in-group normative attitudes relating to work that were antinormative for, and punishable by, the faculty out-group (see Figure 1 , left panel, middle bars). As expected, the presence of CMC had no reliable effects on either the Npsn or the Pnsn scales. Confirming the normative element of these 564 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2002 scales, endorsement of the Pnsn was much lower than the other two normative scales (Npsn, Psn; see Figure 1 ).
There was also a significant effect of visibility on the Npsn scale, F(1, 20) = 7.76, p < .05. Under anonymous conditions, participants were more willing to express attitudes that were in-group normative but not punishable by the faculty out-group (see Figure 1 , right panel, left-hand bars). There were no other significant effects on the attitude scales.
A two-way nested ANOVA on the social support scale revealed a significant effect of CMC, F(1, 20) = 5.51, p < .05. Participants perceived higher levels of social support from their in-group when using CMC. There were no significant effects of visibility and no significant interaction.
DISCUSSION
The results show, first, the effect of visibility versus anonymity on expression of normative attitudes within the group that has been found in previous studies and which corresponds to the predictions of the cognitive aspect of the SIDE model. However, this cognitive effect does not extend to in-group normative attitudes that are punishable by a salient out-group (Psn). For this Psn scale, anonymity has no significant effect, whereas the availability of CMC, and the awareness and provision of in-group social support that this provides, significantly increases willingness to express punishable ingroup normative attitudes. This corresponds to the strategic effect predicted by SIDE. Moreover, the social support data confirm that CMC rather than visibility is a more effective means of communicating social support.
STUDY 2
In this study, we aimed to provide more direct causal support for the argument that the medium of CMC can provide a source of social support for those to resist a powerful out-group or authority figure by means of communicating social support of mutual solidarity among the less powerful in-group. In this case, we chose to further develop the paradigm created by Reicher and Levine (1994) reported in the previous study. Here we used another aspect of the conflicting norms of students and faculty. Specifically, we exploited a conflict of interest present in the student-faculty relation within the psychology department at the University of Amsterdam. In this department, 1st-year students are required to complete 15 hours of mass testing and 25 hours of participation in experiments as a basic course requirement (i.e., 40 hours in total). By absolute and comparative standards, this is a very high course requirement and creates a level of antipathy among students. In this study, we used this issue as the central topic on which students would be inclined to resist if they perceived social support among their peers but be less so inclined if the support was lacking. Without social support, recognizing the interest of research faculty in their participation, and perhaps the legitimacy of this for research purposes, they should feel less able to criticize this program. In short, perception of perceived willingness to support resistance by 566 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2002 fellow students, as communicated via e-mail, was predicted to enhance endorsement of attitudes critical of this exploitation. This should then provide more direct evidence that perceived support is critical to driving the strategic effects reported in the previous study. A further feature of this study was that rather than being copresent in the same locality as in the previous study (which by itself may convey the social support of presence in numbers; see Reicher et al., 1998) , in the current study participants were isolated in separate locations. In other words, this corresponds most closely to the nonvisible CMC condition of Study 1 and rules out the possibility of communicating social support via visual cues in this study.
METHOD
Participants. Participants were 47 1st-year psychology students at the University of Amsterdam, with 37 women and 9 men distributed equally across conditions.
Design and procedure. The design was a single-factor design (support vs. no support). In the first phase of the experiment, participants discussed items tapping attitudes toward issues related to mass testing and participation in experiments, embedded within a number of distractor items. Piloting had confirmed that the general student norm was opposed to the course requirement (40 hours of participation). In the cover story, participants were told that the purpose of the study was to assess attitudes relating to various aspects of student life. The computer phase was presented as a chance to have a more confidential forum to discuss these issues because in the second questionnaire phase, students would be asked to defend their answers to similar questions in written questionnaires that would be presented to faculty members and used as a basis for an interview with them. In this phase, they were told that they would be held to account by the faculty members, and were therefore required to write their names on the questionnaire so that their views could be identified during the interview.
In the computer discussion phase, all participants received false feedback from the other two participants, revealing that their atti- Spears et al. / THE STRATEGIC SIDE OF SIDE 567 tudes to this issue were also opposed to this level of experimental participation. This was held constant (between 6 and 7 on a 10-point scale, with 10 representing opposition to this level of participation). Participants then gave their own views. The manipulation of social support followed, in which participants indicated to what extent they would be prepared to support each other in defending their views on the attitude items in the accountable discussions with the staff. In the high social support condition, they saw the responses of the two other participants, indicating high levels of support on the key items critical of exploitation for experiments/testing. In the low social support condition, they received little indication of willingness to support speaking out about the perceived exploitation from the other two members.
Dependent variables and manipulation checks.
After the confidential computer phase, participants completed the questionnaire in which they received the same attitude items discussed during the computer phase as well as some additional ones. The critical items were (a) "Participation in mass testing is a waste of time," (b) "Time spent on experiments is better spent on seminars," and (c) "You learn too little from experiments to justify participating."
This questionnaire was followed by another that contained the manipulation checks. A six-item measure tapped perceived social support (e.g., "If I am held to account for my views, other members of the group will support me"; α = 0.84). Anonymity during the computer phase relative to the questionnaire phase was checked with two items ("Did you feel anonymous to the staff who will interview you during the computer discussion/during completion of the first questionnaire?").
RESULTS
Manipulation checks. As predicted, participants felt less anonymous during the completion of the questionnaire (M = 5.11, SD = 2.20) than during the computer phase (M = 6.19, SD = 2.08), t(46) = 3.64, p < .001. Those in the social support condition also felt that they had more social support (M = 4.09, SD = 1.21) than those in the 568 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / October 2002 no social support condition (M = 3.51, SD = 1.22), t(46) = 1.72, p < .05 (one-tailed).
Effects of social support on expressed attitudes. As predicted, the effect of perceived social support in the questionnaire phase was to increase endorsement of the three items tapping resistance to exploitation in mass testing and experimentation (see Table 1 ). Specifically, during the questionnaire phase participants receiving social support were more likely to support items indicating that "mass testing was a waste of time," F(1, 46) = 6.78, p < .05), that "time spent in experiments could be better spent on seminars," F(1, 46) = 4.39, p < .05, and that "you learn too little from experiments to justify participating," F(1, 46) = 7.90, p < .01. In the last case, this item was not presented during the computer discussion phase, so this effect represents a generalization from general perceived support in the computer phase. Moreover, the effects on the first two items were not reliably moderated by the anonymity factor: In other words, responses were substantially the same during computer and questionnaire phases, suggesting that the effects of support remained constant.
DISCUSSION
The results of this experiment show that even when the perceived attitudes of the fellow respondents are held constant, the perceived social support for behavior in the students' interest (but against the interests of faculty) influences publicly expressed attitudes. The fact that these data may have been gathered under the eye of the experimenter, who was directly profiting from the research and who would have insights into the accountable questionnaires, no doubt strengthened this effect. That this effect generalized to an item not included in the confidential computer discussion phases suggests that this was not just a consistency response set but that participants felt freer to resist the powerful in-group when social support was forthcoming. In short, this finding underlines our inference based on the first study that CMC can provide a medium for communicating social support. When this social support was Spears et al. / THE STRATEGIC SIDE OF SIDE 569 manipulated directly via CMC, this increased participants'willingness to voice their objection to their exploitation by research faculty.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
To summarize, the results in Study 1 show that members of a less powerful group (students) who have CMC available are more likely to endorse attitudes that would be considered sanctionable by the powerful out-group (faculty). This effect is presumably caused by the direct or indirect social support communicated in the spontaneous e-mails exchanged among the students. However, to gain more insight into the mediating role of social support, we manipulated this factor directly in the second study (while keeping group attitudes constant) and showed that public resistance did indeed increase with support communicated via computer. Moreover, although copresence in the first study may have provided some sense of baseline support in all conditions, in the second study we reproduced the physical isolation between group members characteristic of CMC and virtual groups in general, reflecting the absence of direct physical support typical of this medium. NOTE: Scale ranged from 1 (disagree) to 10 (agree). All differences were significant (p < .05). absent when one is isolated at the computer terminal. Although these results require further follow-up research, we think we have provided perhaps the first experimental evidence making an important theoretical and practical point about the power of CMC to foster collective resistance, quite literally as a medium of support.
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